II. Examples of Inequities and Resulting Linkages between Higher Education and K-12 Education
Interconnections between the two levels of education are not particularly difficult to find if one looks for them. Here are some key examples regarding inequities.
A. Students with Disabilities
In 1975, Congress passed the Education of All Handicapped Children Act, which later became 2002) (Proceedings of The Learning Connection Conference). and expansions of, the disability laws, has resulted in substantial progress and alleviated many of the inequities. But some problems remain, and these problems may interfere not only with the students' K-12 education but also their potential for later success in higher education. Some students with emotional/behavioral disabilities, for example, may be dealt with through a school's disciplinary processes (and perhaps suspended) rather than being provided with special and related services under the IDEA. Other students with emotional disabilities (the official category is "serious emotional disturbance," or SED) may receive services that fall short of their needs, either because the services are insufficiently comprehensive, or the intervention comes too late, or the service providers are not well qualified. 9 Minority students may be "over-identified" for special education classes, in part because of academic deficits that are the result of inadequate instruction rather than mental deficiencies, resulting in racial and ethnic overrepresentation in special education classes. 10 In the complex area of learning disabilities, students may be "missed" and thus not evaluated, or may be misdiagnosed, or may receive inappropriate or incomplete services. Students with other disabilities may be harassed, bullied, or subject to social isolation. And under the U.S. Supreme Court's interpretation of IDEA in Board of Education v.
Rowley, students with disabilities have no valid claim to an education that maximizes their potential, or that is comparable to the education received by non-disabled students, but only to an education that provides "personalized instruction with sufficient support services to permit the child to benefit educationally from that instruction."
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B. Undocumented Foreign Students
In 1982, in Plyler v. Doe, 12 the U.S. Supreme Court invalidated a Texas statute that precluded undocumented alien children from receiving any public K-12 education. The Texas statute, the Court reasoned, discriminated against children who were not responsible for their undocumented status, denying these innocent children "a basic education" and thus saddling them with the "enduring disability" of illiteracy. Such discrimination violated the U.S. Constitution, specifically the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. It is unconstitutional, the Court stated, for states (and by extension local school districts) to "deny to undocumented school-age children the free public education that [they provide] to children who are citizens of the United States or legally admitted aliens."
This ruling opened previously closed doors of opportunity for undocumented students in many areas of the United States. Most undocumented students began attending public school; over time many of these students graduated from high school; and an increasing proportion of these students wanted to attend college. 13 The Plyler v. Doe ruling, however, does not apply to higher education and thus does not provide undocumented students a constitutional right of access to state colleges and universities. 14 The continuing growth of a pool of undocumented high school graduates, resulting from Plyler, therefore raised substantial issues for state university systems and individual public colleges and universities (as well as for state legislatures and the U.S. Congress). Should undocumented high school graduates be to undocumented students, since they are more likely than U.S. citizens to come from low-income families, and since they are generally ineligible for federal government student aid programs. 15 ) To what extent are these issues controlled by federal law, in particular the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA), and to what extent by state law? 16 These issues are still being worked out, with considerable continuing controversy and substantial differences among the states.
C. English Language Learner (ELL) Students
The population of ELL students (also called Limited English Proficiency, or LEP, students) in the ELL students, the school districts with greater concentrations of ELL students often have less money to spend per enrolled pupil than districts with lower concentrations of ELL students. 27 As a result, districts with concentrations of ELL students are burdened with additional costs of providing education to these students without adequate increases in resources to help cover these costs.
There are therefore still many ELL (or LEP) students in U.S. public schools -indeed, increasing numbers of such students -who are receiving ineffective language instruction, or no such instruction at all. They are left struggling under the multiple negative effects that such programmatic failures have on their opportunity to learn and their progress in learning.
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How do these inequities in K-12 education affect higher education in the United States? As is apparent, inadequate programs for ELL students affect their academic preparedness or readiness for a college education. 29 When ELL students drop out of school in disproportionate numbers, or otherwise fail to graduate, the applicant pools for colleges and universities shrink or fail to grow consistent with population growth. When ELL students do graduate from high school but remain deficient in English, or are deficient in other subjects because their learning has been hindered by their limited English Supreme Court, however, did not challenge the facts that there are incremental costs or that some states do not take them into account. 27 There is apparently no conclusive data or data analysis. This is an area that would benefit from the attention of researchers. For similar types of data comparing funding for school districts with high and low concentrations of low-income students and minority students, see notes 54-57 & 63, infra, and accompanying text.
proficiency, colleges and universities may need to institute or expand remedial education programs --an action that may affect not only admissions and budgeting but also curriculum and student advisement.
Thus, responding to inadequacies or inequities in K-12 education's treatment of ELL students may create a variety of problems and challenges for higher education.
D. Low Socioeconomic Status Students and Racial Minority Students
These two areas of linkage between K-12 education and higher education have particularly significant policy and legal implications, both current and long-range. The first area concerns inequities in funding public K-12 education that affect the quality of this education and the availability of a college education, particularly for students of low socioeconomic status and minority students. The second area concerns racial and ethnic resegregation of K-12 education, its effects on the quality of K-12 education for minority students, and its effects on the racial diversity and racial climate of colleges and universities.
Both areas are discussed in depth in Parts IV and V of this paper.
The numbers and percentages of students potentially affected by these two areas of concern are enormous. Nationally, in 2006, about 42% of public K-12 students were considered low income, and about 43% of public K-12 students were classified as minorities. These percentages have been increasing in recent years and are projected (especially the percentage of minority students) to continue to increase. 
III. Barriers to Cooperation between K-12 Education and Higher Education
Just as it is not difficult to find areas of interconnection between elementary/secondary education and higher education in the U.S., it is not difficult to perceive why there are such interconnections. The two levels are, after all, two halves of a total education experience that now reaches from preschool education to advanced postdoctorate education. Neither level could perform its assigned and evolving roles if the other level did not exist or did not remain a going concern.
Nevertheless, the law and policy interconnections between K-12 and higher education for the most part have not been major concerns in the day-to-day functioning of the educators (and legal counsel) that serve U.S. colleges and universities or local school districts, nor have they been a priority of public policy makers. In large part, this lack of concern has existed because, both historically and presently, the two levels of education have been operated and governed separately from each other to a remarkable degree. State governments, as well as the federal government, have maintained clear structural boundaries separating policy making and funding for each level from that for the other.
In the U.S., the states have the primary role in establishing, overseeing, and funding education, and they have generally proceeded along two tracks, one for elementary/secondary education and one for higher education. There are typically two state agencies responsible for education in each state: a state board of education for K-12 education, and a state board of higher education (sometimes along with a state community college board) for higher education. The state legislatures typically have different oversight committees or subcommittees, and appropriations committees or subcommittees, for K-12 education and higher education. The federal government, which entered this picture much later, has also generally treated the two levels of education separately, setting the tone in 1965 when Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, followed by a separate Higher Education Act.
As a result, education leaders at the two levels have not recognized or worked together on matters of mutual interest to anywhere near the extent that researchers and other outside observers might claim to be in the best interests of the total education enterprise. The reasons for maintaining this bifurcated system have begun to break down, however, in a world in which competitiveness in a global economy and mastery of technology are key considerations; and in which college degrees become ever more important to individuals while a college-educated workforce becomes ever more important to the nation.
In such a world, education is becoming more a continuum than a series of separate stages, and the two levels of education are becoming more invested in each other's missions. Another factor that has apparently inhibited greater awareness and collaboration between the two levels has been the relative lack of data and analysis that unearths the subtleties of the law and policy interconnections, or that identifies and measures particular negative effects that policies and practices at one level may have on the other. Similarly, and partly because of the lack of data and analysis, there were relatively few proven methods for resolving particular problems that arise when developments in K-12 education have negative effects on higher education or vice versa. In addition, there were few institutional incentives, financial or otherwise, for encouraging administrators and faculty to focus on collaboration between the two levels.
Fortunately, all of these factors inhibiting interaction between the two levels of education have been changing, quite rapidly, since the turn of the century. Various foundations, think tanks, governmental and nonprofit commissions, and advocacy organizations have issued recommendations on governance, collected pertinent data, and conducted or sponsored research of mutual concern to the two levels of education. Some of these same groups, as well as state agencies in various states, have undertaken demonstration projects and other initiatives to facilitate cooperation between the two levels. Some higher education institutions have also conducted research or operated demonstration projects.
Many of the reports, papers, books, and policy statements resulting from these developments have focused on inequities, but others of them focus on issues and problems that pertain to students in general. 
IV. Fiscal Inequities
Equity issues in higher education may be divided into three categories: equity in preparedness for college, equity in access to college, and equity in progressing through and completing college.
37 For K-12 education, a similar division may be made: equity in preparedness for elementary school or high school; 38 equity in access to particular schools, programs, or courses-for example, advanced placement courses; 39 and equity in progressing through the grade levels and the testing requirements that culminate in high school graduation. For each category, the focus is usually on students from racial and ethnic minority groups and, increasingly, on students from families of low socioeconomic status. 39 The WASHINGTON POST (via Jay Mathews, columnist) prepares an annual "Post Challenge Index" that compares and ranks Washington area high schools based on the number of Advanced Placement (AP), International Baccalaureate (IB), and Cambridge AICE exams that their students take each year. The data in the Indexes document substantial variances among schools suggesting substantial inequities that affect low-income students' access to these courses and exams. There is also data on who passes the AP tests. This data suggests substantial inequities regarding preparation for the AP tests that affect certain minority groups. Various findings in the report support this conclusion, including these:
• "Only about one-half of all 'college-qualified' students from low-income families enter a four-year college, compared to over 80 percent of similarly qualified students from high-income families."
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• "Among the best-prepared students in the country . . . more than 20 percent of those from low-income families don't go directly on to college. Among high achievers from high-income families, • "Through a set of practices known as enrollment management, leaders in both public and private four-year colleges increasingly are choosing to use their resources to compete with each other for high-end, high-scoring students instead of providing a chance for college-qualified students from lowincome families who cannot attend college without adequate financial support."
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• "For the low-income, minority, and first-generation students who do get into four-year colleges and universities, frequent institutional indifference to their success has a similar effect on how many of them actually get a college degree. Yes, some colleges work at eliminating unnecessary obstacles to timely graduation. For far too many colleges, though, institutional responsibility stops at giving students access to college, and student success is often left up to the students themselves."
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• "By age 24, 75 percent of students from the top income quartile receive Bachelor's degrees. For students growing up in low-income families, on the other hand, . . . fewer than 9 percent . . . 44 Id., p. 8 (emphasis added). 45 Id., p. 3 (emphasis added). 46 Id., p. 8. 47 Id., p. 2. 48 Id. 49 Id.
will earn a bachelor's degree by 24." Various factors contribute to these inequities, including some that may affect students even before their formal schooling begins, 53 and others that derive from inequities in K-12 education, whose effects are then passed on to higher education. For K-12 education, the factor that usually receives the most attention is government funding for public education. If government spends less money (on an average dollars per student basis) on schools with concentrations of low-income students or of minority students, it is argued, then these students have less opportunity to progress academically, compared with students in better funded schools that do not have such concentrations of low-income or minority students.
The available data demonstrates that there are such disparities in funding-often called "funding gaps"-that serve to disadvantage low-income 54 and minority students in many schools and school 50 Id. 54 Commentators and researchers sometimes use the term "low-income" rather than "low socioeconomic status" to describe the class of students that is subjected to fiscal and other inequities in districts nationwide. According to Funding Gaps 2006, the sixth in a series of annual funding reports by the Education Trust:
Even as we've extended a free public education to all children, we've rigged the system against the success of some of our most vulnerable children. How do we do that? By taking the children who arrive at school with the greatest needs and giving them less in school.
Our low-income and minority students, in particular, get less of what matters most; these students get the fewest experienced and welleducated teachers, the least rigorous curriculum, and the lowest quality facilities.
At the core of these inequities is a set of school finance policy choices that systematically shortchange low-income and minority students and the schools and districts that serve them. 55 As Funding Gaps 2006 demonstrates, in K-12 education there are funding inequities on three levels. At the state government level, some states are poorer than others, with less money to spend on education but greater concentrations of low-income students ("interstate inequities"). At the local school district level, in many states, districts with the greatest concentrations of low-income students or minority education. "Low income" is more easily quantifiable than "low socioeconomic status" and is thus often used in data studies such as the one that is discussed next. But "low socioeconomic status" is more descriptive than "low income," since the disadvantages affecting this class of students are not solely the result of the family's low income. See, e.g., Bowen, Kurzweil, & Tobin, note 40, supra, at 77-79, 90, 226, 228, 251. This paper generally uses the term "low socioeconomic status" but switches to the term "low income" when discussing a study using that term. students have less money available for education than districts with the smallest concentrations of lowincome or minority students ("inter-district inequities"). At the level of individual schools, in many districts, less money is allocated to schools with concentrations of low-income or minority students than to schools without such concentrations ("intra-district inequities"). 56 In addition, there are funding inequities evident in many of the largest urban areas in the United States, where central city school districts with high concentrations of low-income and minority students have substantially less funding per student than the surrounding suburban school districts ("metropolitan inequities").
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Such funding inequities have been evident and a source of controversy for many years. In the late 1960s, concerned interest groups and parents began challenging these inequities in court-in particular the inter-district inequities that are created or perpetuated by a state's system of public school finance.
Evidence of glaring inter-district inequities was introduced in these lawsuits, along with various legal theories for finding these inequities to be unconstitutional. 58 This litigation has continued into the twentyfirst century. State courts have found many state systems to be unconstitutional under their state constitutions, which has necessitated state legislation to "fix" the unconstitutional school finance system, which in turn has led to future lawsuits challenging the new legislation. 59 Along the way, a dichotomy developed between genuine "equity" lawsuits, whose goal was to equalize, across school districts, the 56 A major factor in intra-district inequalities often concerns lesser qualified teachers being assigned to (and their lower salaries allocated to) schools with higher concentrations of minority and low income students. financial resources available for K-12 education, and "adequacy" lawsuits, whose goal was to ensure that all districts had sufficient resources to provide an "adequate" education to each student in the district.
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Over time, and increasingly through the "adequacy" approach, improvements have been made in the state school finance systems. 61 Despite this long-running saga of interrelated judicial and legislative activity, however, serious and widespread inequities remain.
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The Funding Gaps 2006 report summarizes the school finance data, and conclusions based on the data, as follows:
In 26 of the 49 states studied, the highest poverty school districts receive fewer resources than the lowest poverty school districts. . . .
[ Why should colleges and universities care about these inequities in K-12 education? The most obvious reason is because their effects carry over into higher education and may be perpetuated there.
Data from the Promise Abandoned report support this conclusion with respect to a range of effects. 64 Moreover, the inequities fostered at the K-12 level may be exacerbated at the higher education level, or new inequities may be created, with effects more pronounced than would have been the case had there not been substantial inequities in K-12 education. A clear example is the current systems for providing and allocating student financial aid, which create inequity in access to college.
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For higher education leaders, therefore, pressing questions arise concerning how they can avoid perpetuating inequities that arise from K-12 education and how they can desist from fostering any new inequities. Such questions implicate the recruitment functions, the admissions functions, the financial aid 63 functions, the academic and social support functions, and perhaps other functions of individual colleges and universities. At the same time, fiscal inequity issues at both levels of education raise broader public policy questions, for K-12 education and higher education policy makers in state governments and the federal government, concerning how to alleviate fiscal inequities throughout the United States' educational system and how K-12 education and higher education might collaborate in this crucial endeavor. This problem in K-12 education manifests itself primarily through the phenomenon of "resegregation" of public schools and school districts previously desegregated by court decree or by voluntary action. In higher education, the problem manifests itself primarily in a retreat, sometimes legally compelled, from affirmative action plans for admissions and financial aid that explicitly take race into account to foster student body diversity.
V. Resegregation
In general, racial segregation in education occurs when the racial composition of the student population of a particular public school (or school program) diverges substantially from the overall student racial composition of the district's schools. When the divergence is particularly great --as, for example, when a school has a black student population of 90 percent even though the total student population of the district's schools is only 10 percent black --the school is often called a "racially isolated" school. Colleges and universities (and individual programs) may also be racially segregated, but the segregation may be measured in a different way.
Not all racial segregation in education is unlawful in the U.S. Ever since Brown v. Board of
Education in 1954, courts have distinguished between de jure segregation --which is mandated or purposefully facilitated by government; and de facto segregation --which is caused by private forces such as families' voluntary private choices of where to live or, in higher education, students' voluntary private choices of what college to attend. When a court finds segregation to be de jure, the school district (or college) must take affirmative steps to dismantle the present effects of the segregation it has caused. When the segregation is de facto, however, government has no legal duty to undo it, at least not under the federal Constitution and federal law.
That de facto racial segregation in education is generally not unlawful, however, does not mean that it is desirable or beneficial, either in terms of education policy or of public policy. 67 U.S. educators, 67 "Socioeconomic segregation," that is, segregation of students by family income or socioeconomic status, may also occur in public school districts as well as colleges and universities. Such policy analysts, and public policy makers have therefore often argued that public school districts, and colleges and universities, should take affirmative steps to alleviate de facto segregation and its negative effects. In this context, questions have often arisen concerning whether government may voluntarily choose to take actions that would alleviate de facto segregation or increase student diversity in a particular school district, college, or university. Plans for doing so, sometimes called "voluntary affirmative action plans," may assign or select students partly on the basis of race (sometimes called "reverse discrimination"). In such circumstances, contentious legal and policy issues frequently arise. 68 Beginning around the end of the 1990s, these issues have taken on new force and urgency as a result of data demonstrating that, across much of the nation, public schools that had been desegregated by court decree in the post-Brown v. Board of Education era are becoming resegregated, arguably by forces that would be considered de facto.
Higher education cases on voluntary affirmative action in admissions reached the U.S. Supreme
Court before K-12 education cases on student assignment plans. An early (now classic) case is the Bakke segregation is generally de facto and not unlawful but, as with de facto racial segregation, may nevertheless be undesirable as a matter of policy. For this reason, some school districts have recently adopted school assignment plans that take family income and related factors into account, with the goal of facilitating socioeconomic diversity of student bodies. 68 Due to such controversies regarding race-based affirmative action, some colleges and universities recently have adopted or are considering admissions plans that take socioeconomic status into account in lieu of race (class-based affirmative action). The reasoning is usually that race and low income are sufficiently correlated that increasing socioeconomic diversity will at the same time increase racial diversity. (For examples regarding K-12 education, see note 67, supra; for examples regarding higher education, see Kathleen Sullivan, After Affirmative Action, 59 OHIO STATE L. J. 1039 (1998)). Although promotion of socioeconomic diversity would likely have some positive effect on racial and ethnic diversity as well, the effect is likely to be considerably less than what would result from a plan that explicitly takes race into account. education. By a vote of five to four, the Court held that these plans used racial classifications in a way that violated the equal protection clause in the Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.
B. The Seattle School District Case
To understand the Seattle School District case, it is necessary to understand the divisions within the Court. The Justices issued five opinions. The lead opinion by Chief Justice Roberts contains four parts and various subparts, some of which speak for a majority of five Justices, and others of which speak for a plurality of four Justices. Justice Kennedy provided the fifth vote for the parts that speak for a majority and declined to support the parts that speak only for a plurality. In addition to the Roberts opinion, there are four concurring and dissenting opinions, in particular a concurrence by Justice Kennedy (for himself alone) and a dissenting opinion by Justice Breyer (for four Justices).
The case's legal significance can be uncovered and elucidated by comparing and contrasting the Roberts, Kennedy, and Breyer opinions. One can discern two areas of great significance: (1) the case reaffirms the Grutter and Gratz requirements that colleges and universities must meet for a valid racebased admissions plan-but at the same time tightens up these requirements, thus signaling that courts should strictly enforce them in future cases; (2) the case makes it exceedingly difficult for K-12 school districts to justify any use of racial criteria in a voluntary plan for assigning students to schools (or programs) so as to alleviate de facto segregation or resegregation. This part of the paper focuses primarily on the second aspect of the case. 74 The emphasis is on how the Court's ruling serves to interconnect or link K-12 and higher education with respect to their mutual interest in racial diversity.
Chief Justice Roberts's opinion in the Seattle School District case emphasizes the strictness of the "strict scrutiny review" applicable to K-12 student assignment plans that employ racial classifications and indicates that courts are not to accord any deference to a school district's judgments about the importance of racial diversity to its educational mission or the best means for achieving diversity. According to the Chief Justice, the two plans before the Court both failed strict scrutiny review under the equal protection clause -in part because the school districts' alleged interests were essentially interests in racial balancing or racial proportionality, which are not "compelling" interests, and in part because the plans' provisions were not "narrowly tailored" to the achievement of any compelling interest. In particular, the Roberts opinion emphasizes the importance of a particular "narrow tailoring" requirement: that school districts identify and consider "race-neutral" alternatives before employing any racial classification in a student assignment plan. This requirement, in fact, was central to the Court's holding that the two student assignment plans at issue in the case both violated the equal protection clause. The Seattle School District had rejected race-neutral alternatives "with little or no consideration"; and Jefferson County had "failed to present any evidence that it considered alternatives." The Roberts opinion also emphasizes that school districts have the burden of proving that "the way in which they have employed individual racial classifications is necessary to achieve their stated ends"; and that the use of racial classifications must be "indispensable" to achieving the school district's diversity objectives and may be used only "as 'a last resort.'" 75 Justice Kennedy used the same quoted language to make this same point in his concurring opinion in the Seattle School District case, 76 thus clearly aligning himself with the Roberts group to create a majority view regarding narrow tailoring.
Unlike the three other Justices aligned with Roberts, however, Justice Kennedy took pains to carve out some room for the permissible use of race-conscious measures. According to Justice Kennedy, "the [Roberts] opinion is too dismissive of the legitimate interest government has in ensuring all people have equal opportunity regardless of their race." 77 Moreover, the Kennedy opinion emphasizes that the concept of a "color-blind" Constitution is "an aspiration [that] must command our assent," but that "in the real world, it is regrettable to say, it cannot be a universal constitutional principle." be permissible when race is not used as a criterion for making decisions about particular individuals. 81 If any of the Roberts Justices were to affirm this reasoning, they too would help establish the Kennedy view on this point as the majority view.
C. Longer Term Implications of the Seattle School District Case
The growth of resegregation of U.S. public schools is a well-documented phenomenon.
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Dissenting in the Seattle School District case, Justice Breyer reviewed the data on resegregation. He explained that despite gains in desegregating schools in the 1970s and 1980s, "progress has stalled" since then. In the 1990s, the percentage of children attending segregated schools "reversed direction," with the percentages rising rather than falling. For example, "between 1968 and 1980, the number of black children attending school where minority children constituted more than half of the school fell from 77%
to 63% in the Nation," but by 2000 the figure had risen "from 63% to 72% in the Nation." Similarly, between 1968 and 1980, the number of black children attending schools that were "more than 90% minority fell from 64% to 33% in the Nation" but by 2000 had risen from 33 percent to 37 percent. were then using student assignment plans that took the student's race into account.
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Such negative effects flowing from the Seattle School District case would be most apparent if future courts follow the reasoning of the four Justices that join all parts of the Roberts opinion. If later courts instead follow the reasoning of the Kennedy opinion, the potential negative effects would be alleviated to some significant extent.
From this understanding of the Seattle School District case and its potential effect on initiatives to combat resegregation in K-12 education in the United States, we can also perceive the potential, longer range effects of the case on higher education. In the Grutter and Gratz higher education cases, the many amicus curiae briefs filed in these cases made clear that colleges and universities are strong proponents of racial and ethnic diversity. The prevailing view is that racial and ethnic diversity of student bodies has educational benefits for higher education, as well as civic benefits for the nation, and realizing such benefits is an important part of the mission of most institutions. This view was adopted by the Court in the Grutter case. 88 How institutions approach issues of diversity, however, and how hard they have to work to achieve diversity objectives, depends in large part on the extent of racial diversity in the nation's elementary and secondary schools.
To the extent that large numbers of K-12 schools become or remain racially isolated, for example, these schools will be hindered in doing the work of "promoting 'cross-racial understanding,' . . .
break[ing] down racial stereotypes, and enabl[ing] students to better understand persons of different
races.'" 89 Consequently, the burden of playing "catch up" with this important work would fall on higher education. Similarly, if racially isolated K-12 schools tend to be environments that are less amenable to learning and that disproportionately place minority students at risk, 90 then these schools will graduate fewer minority students qualified and prepared for higher education. Consequently, the applicant pools for higher educational institutions would not become more diverse over time, and could become less diverse, making it more difficult for institutions to achieve racial and ethnic diversity of their student bodies. Some institutions may lower their expectations and settle for less diversity. Other institutions may be led to admit students who are to some extent unqualified and then cure these deficits through offering remedial courses. Either way, there could be substantial negative effects on the institution.
Here is how one college president and recognized expert on race relations put the matter in an a public high school, the former adjacent to the university's campus and the latter on the campus, with the goal of serving low-income and minority students and preparing them for college.
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• The University of Washington pairs undergraduate students with first-generation and low-income college-bound students in Seattle high schools in the "Dream Project," which began as part of a college course about social justice, educational opportunity, and socioeconomic mobility. The undergraduates work with students in eight high schools that are project partners, helping the students prepare for the SATs, fill out college applications, and apply for scholarships; some scholarships to UW are also available. to disadvantaged and at-risk high school students.
• Various universities and researchers are collaborating with local K-12 schools to develop alternative models for teacher education, or for preservice and in-service teacher training, that emphasize cross-cultural learning and preparation for cross-cultural teaching in racially diverse or low-income urban schools. Some universities involved in such efforts also have degree programs emphasizing the recruitment and preparation of teachers of color. Council" movement that is spawning state, regional, and local councils whose task is to better align high school and college academic standards. Spinning off from or sometimes preceding these developments, individual colleges and universities have established local "K-16 partnerships" with schools or school districts in their vicinity.
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There is clearly a need for increased support, financial and otherwise, for such pockets of progress. There is a need for increased collaboration and coordination among the leaders of such efforts.
There is a need for further evaluation of such efforts and for expansion or replication of the most successful efforts. There is a need for additional, new types of initiatives that maintain a clear focus on assisting low-income students, minority students, and others subjected to inequities-in particular initiatives that challenge the systemic features of American education that serve to create or perpetuate the types of inequities addressed in this paper.
VII. The Work Ahead
Developing and maintaining "pockets of progress," such as those highlighted in Part VI above, is a key part of the work to be done to alleviate the inequities elucidated in this paper. Such projects provide excellent opportunities to build linkages between higher educational institutions and K-12 schools and to experience the power of these linkages. As the examples in Part VI suggest, the focus of these projects is usually on local (rather than statewide or national) activities, and on specific plans and hands on, practical work. The strategy, in short, is one of "working locally and on the ground, not nationally and in the Beyond a proliferation of pockets of progress, the work to be done also includes larger-scale, statewide and national, efforts focusing on systemic reform -specifically, reforms designed to alleviate the systemic inequities highlighted in this paper. This work typically implicates Congress, the state legislatures, and federal and state education agencies, which is not usually the case with pocket-ofprogress projects. In this different setting, higher educational institutions and K-12 schools may work through their national (or state) associations or through foundations and education policy organizations.
Such national and statewide systemic reform efforts may intersect with the current accountability movement in education (especially K-12 education) and its emphasis on standards, assessment, and transparency. 110 Such efforts may also intersect with the evolving movement to enhance the quality and professional status of K-12 teachers. 111 In this sense, some systemic reform efforts will focus on improving education for everyone, rather than on alleviating systemic inequities affecting particular groups of students. The students in these groups, however, may have much to gain from, and indeed may become the primary beneficiaries of, many reforms designed to benefit all students.
There is, of course, a societal context in which all work on alleviating educational inequities is done. 112 Current societal, particularly economic, trends suggest that the work to be done is even more pressing and consequential than may be inferred from the discussion in parts II -V above. The following is a listing, with brief explanation, of some trends that are particularly important to take into account.
• There is an increasing economic mobility gap between blacks and whites in the United States. According to a recent report of the Pew Charitable Trusts, the economic status of the neighborhood in which a child and his family lives has a marked effect on the later economic mobility of the child. The phenomenon negatively affects black children far more than white children, since "[o]nly a very small percentage of white children live in high-poverty neighborhoods throughout childhood while a majority of black children do . . . ." 113 The black children that are affected come not only from lowincome families but also from middle class black families, many of whom live in high poverty neighborhoods. The result is that many more black children than while children from high poverty neighborhoods, even middle class black children, suffer downward economic mobility as adults. 114 It is not a stretch to expect that public schools in high poverty neighborhoods often have a role in creating these debilitating effects and that enhanced educational services would also have an important role in alleviating these societal context. There are also, of course, extremely important political aspects that must be taken into account by those engaged in or advocating for reforms that alleviate educational inequities. These considerations of political power, political trends, and political strategies --formal and informal; federal, state, and local --are beyond the scope of this paper. exacerbate inequities already inherent in the U.S. education system and will likely enlarge the enormous challenges already facing urban school systems.
• The nationwide recession, underway by 2008 and continuing apace at the time this paper is written, is having a marked negative impact on the entire spectrum of education. There is now broad-based income stagnation, a decline in median household income that has offset income gains in the past several years and is a steeper decline for minority families than for white families, 117 and a shrinking economy that is transitioning to a slow-growth economy much more sluggish that what the country had become accustomed to. Under such conditions, more students may be unable to afford college and may be discouraged from applying or enrolling, or may drop out if already enrolled or switch from full time to part time. In addition, more students will find that there is no place for them in higher education, since the schools they are seeking to enter or transfer to have had to cap enrollments. The resulting access problems particularly affect lowincome and minority students, the very groups that already labor under inequities in access. For their part, K-12 schools are wrestling with diminished government support and cost-cutting measures that may harm their educational programs, while colleges and universities also face such problems as well as shrinking endowments, capped enrollments, and pressures to raise tuition or enroll more students who do not need financial aid at a time when that would be counter-productive in its effects on access.
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• Community colleges, which have long had an important role in American higher education, can no longer be expected to be the primary tool for alleviating the types of inequities in access discussed in this paper. In part, this is because community colleges have become excessively burdened by diminishing budgets, expanding enrollments, overcrowded conditions, and the challenges of multiple missions to perform and needs to serve. 119 But more particularly, community colleges cannot be the primary tool for alleviating inequities because they are an integral part of a higher education system that has increasingly institutionalized these inequities and allowed them to grow over time.
Due to these developments, U.S. higher education has become a two-tiered system, with the top tier comprised of baccalaureate and doctoral institutions that primarily serve economically and socially "well-to-do" students and families and have relatively low percentages of minority and low SES students; and the second tier comprised of community colleges that primarily serve the less "well-to-do" and have relatively high percentages of minority and low SES students. 120 To alleviate such systemic inequities, community colleges would have to prepare large portions of their student bodies for transfer to four-year colleges; the students would have to successfully complete their programs, apply to transfer and be accepted to the full range of four-year colleges; and the students would have to complete their baccalaureate degrees in percentages that do not differ greatly from the percentages for students who began their education in a fouryear college. The available data indicate that community colleges and their students are not achieving this track record. 121 This is not a criticism of community colleges as such, importance of colleges and universities. It is thus more important than ever that higher education be deeply involved in the attack on education's inequities and in other reforms 
VIII. Conclusion
After addressing the growing interconnections (or linkages) between K-12 education and higher education in the United States, this paper has surveyed illustrative examples of inequities in access to and success in education that link the two levels of education. The paper then considered how structures and processes of governance for both K-12 education and higher education inhibit the capacities of both levels to collaborate on inequities and other matters of mutual interest, thus prompting a need to reform governance structures. Next, the paper explored developments regarding two particularly important inequities -inequities in governmental funding of public K-12 education and inequities caused by racial and ethnic resegregation in public K-12 education. Both types of inequities have corrosive effects on higher education and present great challenges to which leaders at each level might productively direct their attentions. Last, the paper has provided various examples of "pockets of progress" --collaborative initiatives that are now under way to address concerns and challenges of the type the paper has identified --followed by various examples of societal developments that make this work even more crucial than earlier discussion in the paper may have suggested.
From the presentation in this paper, numerous challenges arise for state and federal policymakers for both K-12 education and higher education, as well as for national and state education associations, individual colleges and universities, and local school districts. It also becomes clear that higher education and K-12 education have a strong mutuality of interest regarding these challenges, in particular the endemic problems of inequity in access to and success in education. The issues addressed in this paper cannot be resolved by higher education working on its own --either individual institutions, higher educational associations, or state boards or commissions of higher education. Nor can the issues be resolved by K-12 education working on its own. There must be sustained collaboration between higher education and K-12 education that extends to the entire education continuum, from pre-school (pre-K) education to post-graduate education. Such efforts must harness the best of the collaborative capacities of
